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Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes to the distinguished Senator
from Arizona.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I begin by
commending the chairman of the Fi-
nance Committee, Senator ROTH, and
our leadership, Senators LOTT and
NICKLES, for their tremendous work on
this bill. Members have heard Senator
NICKLES discuss the details of the bill,
the many things that have been in-
cluded in this bill. Through his leader-
ship, a lot of the things that Members
of the Republican Party and people I
represent who have talked to me about
tax policy wanted in this bill have got-
ten included in the bill. I think they
did a tremendous job in ensuring that
the tax relief for taxpayers became a
part of this tax package.

I won’t go over the details of the bill
as Senator NICKLES has just done, but I
want to note that this is, as he said,
the largest middle-class tax cut since
Ronald Reagan was President. It is
based on the same Kkind of progrowth,
broad-based policies that will let all
taxpayers Kkeep more of their hard-
earned money.

Mr. NICKLES. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. KYL. I am happy to yield to the
Senator.

Mr. NICKLES. I want to take a

minute to congratulate and thank my
friend and colleague from Arizona for
his leadership in the entire tax reduc-
tion effort, but particularly in estate
taxes. The Senator from Arizona has
been principal sponsor of a bill to re-
duce and eliminate the estate taxes.
We have incorporated most all of that
provision in this bill.

I want to compliment him because I
am confident eventually—maybe this
bill will be vetoed; I hope not; I hope
the President reconsiders—we will pass
a bill to eliminate the death tax. The

Senate

Senator from Arizona deserves great
accolades and credit for being a prin-
cipal player in making that happen.

Mr. KYL. I thank the distinguished
assistant majority leader. I agree that
by including the repeal of the estate
tax, sometimes called the death tax, in
this legislation, we have laid down a
marker and pretty well ensured that
sooner or later it is going to be re-
pealed.

Obviously, for the time being, we
may have to pay it down a little bit
and find it is repealed in maybe the
ninth or tenth year. Hopefully, by vir-
tue of the fact we have agreed that it
has to go eventually, we will repeal it,
and hopefully it will be sooner rather
than later because some of my friends
have kidded, saying: You know, it is
fine you get this repealed 9 years from
now, but that means I have to hang on
for another 9 years. I am not sure that
is possible. Besides that, I have to do
the expensive estate planning in the
meantime.

We prefer to get that eliminated
sooner rather than later. I think it is a
testament to the leadership of Senator
NICKLES, majority leader Senator
LoTT, and Senator ROTH, as well as our
friends in the House who were in agree-
ment that the death tax had to go.
That important provision was included
in this election.

Rather than describe the specifics of
this program, let me note, when I
turned on the television this morning I
heard a report on CNN. Reporters had
gone to Orange County in California.
They found the average citizen on the
street there really didn’t like this tax
relief that much.

They said: Why do we need to do it?
After all, shouldn’t we be saving the
Social Security surplus for paying
down the debt or for Social Security?

I say as plainly and clearly as I can:
That is exactly what we do. We are not
spending the Social Security surplus.
Every dime of the Social Security sur-
plus is set. It is not the subject of this
tax bill.

There are two kinds of surplus. First,
FICA taxes fund the Social Security
payments to seniors. We collect more
in FICA taxes than current bene-
ficiaries require under Social Security.
So there is a surplus. We don’t use that
for the tax cut.

Now, there are all of the other tax
payment provisions of the code. We
have to pay income tax, the estate tax,
the capital gains tax, these other
taxes. They, too, are producing more
revenue than we need. We are not
spending as much as we are collecting.
That is the surplus we are talking
about for tax relief.

As Senator NICKLES said a moment
ago, out of the entire surplus, only 25
cents of it is going for tax relief. When
some of our friends on the other side of
the aisle or the President say we can’t
afford tax relief; we should be saving
the Social Security surplus, they are
fooling the American people. The truth
is, the Social Security surplus is not
being used for this tax relief—not a
penny of it.

As a matter of fact, those people who
say we should pay down the national
debt should understand that both under
the President’s plan and under our
plan, any amount of the Social Secu-
rity surplus that isn’t necessary for So-
cial Security is used to do what? Pay
down the national debt. That is what
the Social Security surplus is being
used for.

Let’s not be confused. There are good
reasons for a tax cut. The money for
the tax cut is not coming out of the
money for Social Security or for pay-
ing off our national debt. That is the
fundamental point I wanted to reit-
erate.

Different provisions of the bill stress
the point that Senator NICKLES made,
which is that finally we have achieved
in law—we will by the time we vote for
this—that the death tax is going to be
repealed. I think that sends a very im-
portant message as we continue to
craft tax legislation. Should the Presi-
dent veto this bill, that will permit us
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to include that principle in whatever
eventually is sent to the President and,
hopefully, signed into law.

The Taxpayer Refund and Relief Act,
which is really the largest middle-class
tax cut since Ronald Reagan was Presi-
dent, is based upon the kind of broad-
based, pro-growth policies that will
help all taxpayers and keep our na-
tion’s economic expansion on track.

Mr. President, this measure really
represents a departure from the kind of
targeted tax cuts that we have seen in
the past. Taxpayers will not have to
jump through hoops, or behave exactly
as Washington wants, to see relief. If
you pay taxes, you get to keep more of
what you earn. It is as simple as that.
The marginal income-tax rate reduc-
tions in this bill refund to all tax-
payers a share of the tax overpayment
that has created our budget surpluses.
Those in the lowest income-tax bracket
will see a seven percent reduction in
their taxes. Those in the highest tax
bracket will see a reduction of about
half that size. I would have preferred
an across-the-board reduction that
helped everyone more than this. But
recognizing the constraints imposed on
the Finance Committee by the budget
resolution, I think this is a very good
product.

In addition to marginal rate reduc-
tions, the bill would eliminate two of
the most egregious taxes imposed on
the American people: the marriage-tax
penalty and the death tax. There is
simply no reason that two of life’s
milestones should trigger a tax, let
alone the steep taxes that are imposed
on people when they get married and
when they die. Eliminating them is the
right thing to do.

To eliminate the marriage penalty
for most taxpayers, the standard de-
duction for joint returns would be set
at two times the single standard deduc-
tion, and the new 14 percent income-
tax bracket would be adjusted to two
times the single bracket, phased in
over the life of the bill. This will solve
the problem for most taxpayers, but we
need to make clear that, although we
have devoted fully 50 percent of the re-
lief in this bill to broad-based and mar-
riage-penalty relief, we will not have
eliminated the marriage penalty en-
tirely. We will still need to come back
and address the problem for taxpayers
who choose to itemize.

The bill also phases out the death tax
over the next several years, so that by
2009 it is completely eliminated. I
would ask Senators to carefully review
the details of what is proposed here, be-
cause I believe they will find that the
bill offers a way for those on both sides
of the aisle to bridge our differences
with respect to how transfers at death
are taxed.

The beauty of the proposal is that it
takes death out of the equation. Death
would no longer be a taxable event. It
would neither confer a benefit—the
step-up in basis allowed under current
law—nor a penalty—the punitive, con-
fiscatory death tax.
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The provisions are based upon the bi-
partisan, Kyl-Kerrey Estate Tax Elimi-
nation Act, S. 1128, which would treat
inherited assets like any other asset
for tax purposes. A tax on the capital
gain would be paid, the same as if the
decedent had sold the property during
his or her lifetime, but the tax would
be paid only if and when the property
is sold.

If the beneficiaries of an estate hold
onto an asset—for example, if they con-
tinue to run the family business or
farm—there would be no tax at all. No
death tax or capital-gains tax. It is
only if they sell and realize income
from the property that a tax would be
due, and then it would be at the appli-
cable capital-gains rate.

This simple and straightforward con-
cept attracted a bipartisan group of co-
sponsors, including Democratic Sen-
ators KERREY, BREAUX, ROBB, LINCOLN,
and WYDEN, and about a dozen Sen-
ators from the Republican side. If the
President makes good on his threat to
veto this tax-relief bill, our bipartisan
initiative provides a blueprint for how
we should deal with the death tax in
future tax legislation.

Mr. President, another important
feature of this tax bill is its capital-
gains tax-rate reduction. It will reduce
capital-gains tax rates another two
percent, so that the top rate is only
about two-thirds of where it was just a
few years ago.

Why is another capital-gains reduc-
tion important? Let me quote Presi-
dent John F. Kennedy, who answered
that very question: ‘“The present tax
treatment of capital gains and losses is
both inequitable and a barrier to eco-
nomic growth.” He proposed excluding
70 percent of capital gains from tax,
which, if you applied the same concept
today, would result in a top rate of
about 11.88 percent. That is lower than
the top rate of 18 percent proposed in
the bill we have before us.

President Kennedy explained that
“[t]he tax on capital gains directly af-
fects investment decisions, the mobil-
ity and flow of risk capital from static
to more dynamic situations, the ease
or difficulty experienced by new ven-
tures in obtaining capital, and thereby
the strength and potential for growth
of the economy.”

In other words, if we are concerned
about whether new jobs are being cre-
ated, whether new technology is devel-
oped, whether workers have the tools
they need to do a more efficient job, we
should support measures that reduce
the cost of capital to facilitate the
achievement of all of these things. Re-
member, for every employee, there was
an employer who took risks, made in-
vestments, and created jobs. But that
employer needed capital to start.

President Kennedy recognized that.
He recognized that our country is
stronger and more prosperous when our
people are united in support of a com-
mon goal—and that we are weaker and
more vulnerable when punitive policies
divide Americans, group against group,
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whether along racial lines or economic
lines.

While some politicians may employ
divisive class warfare to their political
advantage, President Kennedy had the
courage to put good policy ahead of
demagogic politics. I am with him, and
I support the capital-gains reduction in
this bill.

There are several other provisions
that I want to mention briefly, because
they, too, will help keep the economic
expansion going: the increase in the
IRA contribution limit, the alternative
minimum tax relief, and the increased
expensing allowance. These are things
that will encourage the capital forma-
tion needed to help keep the United
States competitive in world markets,
producing jobs and better pay for our
citizens.

The bill addresses the critical issue
of health care as well, providing an
above-the-line deduction for prescrip-
tion-drug insurance, and a 100 percent
deduction, phased in over time, for
health-insurance costs for people not
covered by employer plans.

We encourage savings for education
by increasing the amount that individ-
uals can contribute to education sav-
ings accounts. Funds in these accounts
could be used for elementary and sec-
ondary education expenses, in addition
to higher education. The exclusion for
employer-provided educational assist-
ance would be extended, and the 60-
month limit for deducting interest on
student loans would be repealed.

Mr. President, a few final points be-
fore closing. Providing the tax relief in
this bill will not require us to use any
of the Social Security surplus in any
year. In fact, all of the Social Security
surplus will be reserved for Social Se-
curity. In all, about 75 percent of an-
ticipated budget surpluses over the
next decade would still be set aside for
Social Security, Medicare, and other
domestic priorities, including debt re-
duction.

It is only the remaining 25 percent of
the available surplus that would be re-
funded to American taxpayers. In other
words, we are proposing to refund just
25 cents of every surplus dollar back to
the people who sent it to Washington.
It is a sensible and a modest initiative.

Remember, the $792 billion in tax re-
lief would be provided over a 10-year
period. If you include enough years in
the calculation, of course, the amount
sounds large, but we are really only
talking about an average of $80 billion
a year.

To put that into perspective, the fed-
eral government will collect $1.8 tril-
lion this year alone. It will collect $2.7
trillion by the end of the 10-year pe-
riod, in 2009. The amount of tax relief
we are considering is very modest—not
risky, not irresponsible at all, as the
President would have us believe.

Even accounting for the proposed tax
cut, the debt would be reduced substan-
tially. The Budget Committee chair-
man gave us the numbers last week.
Publicly held debt would decline from
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$3.8 trillion to $900 billion by 2009. In-
terest costs are forecast to decline
from more than $200 billion annually to
about $71 billion a year. In fact we re-
duce debt and debt-service costs more
than the President would in his budget,
because President Clinton would spend
nearly $1 trillion on new initiatives.
According to the Congressional Budget
Office, part of the President’s new
spending would even be funded out of
the Social Security surplus.

To the extent that there is any sur-
plus in the non-Social Security part of
the budget, it is because we will have
already taken care of the core obliga-
tions of government—things like edu-
cation, health care, the environment,
and defense. It is true that we may not
launch some new initiatives, or fund
lower priority programs, but I believe
it is appropriate to refund part of the
tax overpayment to hard-working tax-
payers before funding new endeavors.

Mr. President, if a corner business
did what the federal government is
doing, it would be accused of gouging.
We are charging the taxpayers too
much, taking more than the govern-
ment needs to fund its obligations. We
ought to return this overpayment to
the people who earned it, instead of
thinking up new ways to spend it in
Washington.

Mr. President, again I commend the
leaders who were able to put this pack-
age together. I intend to vote for it and
encourage my colleagues to do so.

I yield whatever time is remaining to
the Senator from Delaware.

Mr. ROTH. I yield 7 minutes to the
distinguished Senator from Kentucky.

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. President, I rise
in strong support on conference report
on the Taxpayers Refund and Relief
Act of 1999 and urge my colleaguess to
support it. I congratulate Senator
ROTH and his staff on getting such a
great bill to the floor of the Senate. 1
urge the President of the United States
to reconsider his threat to veto it.

It is a good bill. It is responsible in
its timing. It is responsible in its provi-
sions. And it is definitely responsible
to let the American taxpayers keep a
little more of their own money.

On the basis of fact, it is difficult to
dispute the fairness or the timing for a
tax cut in general.

Federal tax rates are at an all-time,
peace-time high, consuming more than
20.6 percent of the Nation’s economic
output. That is a higher tax rate than
any year except 1944 at the height of
World War II when Federal taxes con-
sumed 20.9 percent of the gross domes-
tic product.

At the same time, we are antici-
pating record budget surpluses. The
economists tell us that over the next 10
years, the Federal Government will
take in nearly $3 trillion more than it
needs. Even if we set aside $1.9 trillion
of that surplus to safeguard Social Se-
curity and pay down the public debt,
the Federal Government will still have
$1 trillion more than it needs over the
next 10 years.
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It is hard to imagine a more oppor-
tune or reasonable time to cut taxes.
Tax rates are at record highs—budget
surpluses are at record highs. What
more do you need?

In a similar vein, it is difficult to dis-
pute any of the major provisions in
this bill on the basis of fairness. It does
a lot of good things.

It reduces each of the personal in-
come tax rates, which currently range
from 15 percent to 39.6 percent by 1 per-
centage point so that low- and mod-
erate-income taxpayers receive a larg-
er real cut than those in higher income
brackets.

It reduces the capital gains tax mod-
erately and indexes capital gains to ac-
count for inflation. It encourages sav-
ings by increasing IRA contribution
limits from $2,000 to $5,000.

It would eliminate the odious death
tax which destroys family businesses
and farms. Point by point, it is dif-
ficult to portray any of these provi-
sions as radical or unfair.

It is also difficult to question the
fairness of the bill’s provisions which
try to eliminate the marriage penalty
that exists under current tax law and
which forces 20 million married couples
to pay about $1,400 a year more in taxes
than unmarried couples.

In an effort to eliminate this in-
equity, the Taxpayer Refund Act in-
creases the standard deduction and
raises the upper limit of the 14-percent
bracket for married couples.

The individual provisions in the tax
cut bill are reasonable and fair.

Still, the President insists that a $792
billion tax cut is irresponsible and
reckless. Even though our Republican
plan sets aside $1.9 trillion to secure
Social Security and pay down the pub-
lic debt—even though it reserves an-
other $277 billion to pay for Medicare
reform or other essential services—
even though the tax cuts are phased in
slowly over 10 years, the President
claims it is reckless and irresponsible.

It is easy to understand why. He
wants to spend more.

He says cutting taxes $792 billion is
reckless but he didn’t have any qualms
about proposing 81 new spending pro-
grams that would cost $1.033 trillion in
his budget proposal this year.

He clearly believes that the money
belongs to the Federal Government—
not the taxpayers. And he clearly plans
to find ways to spend that surplus if
given the chance. That is the big ques-
tion that faces the Nation right now.
Whose money is it and is it more re-
sponsible to give some of it back to the
taxpayers than it is to spend it?

I have heard a lot about Federal Re-
serve Board Chairman, Allen Green-
span’s recent testimony before a Sen-
ate Committee on which I serve and,
admittedly, he was not overly enthusi-
astic about cutting taxes right now.

He would prefer that we use all the
budget surplus to pay down the debt.
But, he also made it clear that the
worst thing we could do is to spend the
surplus on new programs. He made it
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clear that cutting taxes would be pref-
erable to expanding Federal spending.
Our tax bill already pays down the debt
more than the President’s plan and if
we don’t cut taxes now, make no mis-
take about it, the President will find
plenty of ways to spend the rest of that
surplus.

This bill simply says that when tax
rates are at record highs and the Gov-
ernment has more money than it needs
to protect Social Security and Medi-
care and to pay down the debt, the re-
sponsible thing to do is to give some of
that money back to the people who pay
the taxes.

There is nothing reckless about the
Republican tax cut. It protects Social
Security and Medicare. It reduces the
debt more than the President’s plan.

It reserves several hundred billion to
pay for essential services or to pay the
debt down even more. The timing is
right. The provisions are fair. It simply
allows the Nation’s taxpayers to keep a
little more of their own money.

I urge my colleagues to vote for it.

Mr. ROTH. I now yield 5 minutes to
the Senator from Missouri.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from Delaware and
commend him for his outstanding work
in respect to this piece of important
legislation. The Republican plan is a
good plan for several reasons, the first
of which is that the Republican plan
protects every single cent of the Social
Security surplus. None of it is to be
consumed in the tax cut or in tax re-
lief. Every penny of money from the
Social Security trust fund is to be pro-
tected—$1.9 trillion over 10 years.

When the President presented his
budget earlier this year he said we
should protect 62 percent of the Social
Security trust fund. There is an impor-
tant distinction. We would protect
every cent. The President proposed
spending $158 billion of the Social Se-
curity benefits over the next 5 years.
We said zero. I am happy to say he
went back to the drawing board. He
still comes back with a plan that
spends $1 trillion more in 10 years, in-
cluding about $30 billion of the Social
Security surplus, but it is closer to the
Republican plan which protects Social
Security. It is very important to un-
derstand the Republican plan does not
invade Social Security in order to have
a tax cut.

Since Congress took Social Security
off budget in 1969, the Democrats have
never protected every dime of Social
Security surpluses, and frankly neither
have we until this year.

In addition to protecting Social Se-
curity, the Republican plan pays down
the national debt. What is important is
that over the next 10 years we will pay
off almost half of the national debt.
That is responsible. Most homeowners
do not pay off half their mortgage in 10
years. On a 30-year mortgage, it takes
about 15 years to get halfway through
the process.
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Mr. President, $1.9 trillion of the $3.6
trillion in publicly held national debt
will be paid off. We will reduce the na-
tional debt from 41 percent of the gross
domestic product to only 14 percent of
the gross domestic product.

On the other side, in contrast, they
want to spend more money and leave
Americans with a higher national debt.
President Clinton’s plan provides $223
billion less in debt reduction than does
ours.

The Republican plan also saves more
money for Medicare. Over the next 10
years, the Republican plan sets aside
$90 billion for fixing Medicare, in con-
trast to President Clinton’s new Medi-
care entitlement that provides only $46
billion for additional funding over that
period.

After attending to all these prior-
ities, after setting aside Social Secu-
rity, after attending to and making
sure we pay down half the debt, run-
ning it down from 41 percent of the
gross domestic product to 14 percent of
the gross domestic product, the Repub-
lican plan cuts taxes for every tax-
payer; it cuts taxes for married cou-
ples, for savings in IRAs, for college
education, for health care, cutting the
bottom rate and every other rate by 1
percent.

In addition, the Republican plan re-
duces the marriage penalty for couples,
thanks to the outstanding work of Sen-
ator HUTCHISON of Texas. I was pleased
to have joined her, along with Senator
BROWNBACK of Kansas, in accelerating
that kind of relief in our effort. The
Republican plan will make the stand-
ard deduction for married couples dou-
ble that for singles. We will also in-
crease the rate bracket for married
couples, making it possible for them to
become married couples without pay-
ing a penalty. In contrast, the Presi-
dent’s plan and the Democratic plan
would spend more money on Govern-
ment, leaving less money for our fami-
lies.

If your faith is in government and in
bureaucracy and your faith is not in
families and in our communities, then
you want to sweep resources to Wash-
ington and spend it here. If you believe
the greatness of America is in the fam-
ilies and the hearts of the American
people, then leaving some of their re-
sources, which they have earned, with
them is wise policy.

President Clinton’s plan calls for $1
trillion more in spending over the next
10 years. The American people did not
balance the budget just so they could
be the victims of more spending. Out of
approximately $3 trillion in total sur-
pluses over the next 10 years, our plan
devotes only $792 billion, less than a
quarter of the entire total surplus, to
tax cuts. The Republican plan protects
Social Security, cuts the publicly held
debt in half, and provides needed relief
to every taxpayer while protecting the
opportunity to reform and address the
needs of Medicare.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.
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Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes to Senator HAGEL.

Mr. HAGEL. I thank the Chair.

Mr. President, first I add my thanks
and appreciation to the chairman of
the Senate Finance Committee, Sen-
ator ROTH, for the leadership he has
provided in getting a very fair, respon-
sible, realistic, reasonable tax cut this
far. It has been a rather remarkable
achievement. It is the right thing for
America.

I rise to state my strong support for
this bill. We have heard a lot of talk
about standards of fairness, is this
right, does it help everyone. That is a
good question, an appropriate question.

I ask these questions: What can be
more fair than an across-the-board re-
duction in marginal tax rates? HEvery-
one who pays Federal income tax bene-
fits.

Let’s put some perspective on this.
This tax cut bill is focused on those
who pay taxes. It might be a revelation
for some, but actually it is true and we
acknowledge that right from the begin-
ning. This is about tax relief for those
who pay Federal income taxes.

Another relevant question is: What is
more fair than ensuring people do not
pay more in taxes just because they are
married? Was it fair that we penalized
married couples? No. This tax bill ad-
dresses that issue, and we do some-
thing about it. In fact, we make it fair.

Are only rich people married? I don’t
think so. I think a lot of middle-class
people are married. I think a lot of peo-
ple at the bottom of the economic
structure who pay Federal income
taxes are married. Surely, they will
benefit from this tax bill.

Another question: What is more fair
than making sure farmers—we have
been talking about farmers all week—
and small businesspeople, the engine of
economic growth in America, don’t
have to sell their farms or their busi-
nesses in order to pass them on to their
children so they, in fact, can Kkeep
farming?

That is fair. Are there people in the
middle-class economic structure of
America who so fit? I think so.

Another question: What is more fair
than making sure self-employed indi-
viduals have the same opportunities as
big corporations when it comes to de-
ducting the cost of health insurance? I
think that is rather fair.

What about this: What is more fun-
damentally fair than giving back to
the American people their money when
they are paying too much in taxes, say,
over $3 trillion more in taxes projected
over the next 10 years?

This bill does that. It does it fairly;
it does it reasonably; it does it realisti-
cally; and it does it responsibly.

We have heard in this Chamber over
the last few minutes some of my col-
leagues talk about Social Security. My
goodness, all responsible legislators,
all responsible Americans would not
dare take Social Security surpluses
and use those for tax cuts. We are not
talking about that. If the American
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public gets a sense that there is just a
hint of demagoguery in this, they
might be right and they actually might
be on to something because the fact is,
this plan does not do that.

All Social Security surpluses are laid
aside. We do not cut Medicare. We do
not cut into spending. We provide for
the adequate national defense require-
ments and, in fact, increase national
defense spending over the next 10
years, veterans’ benefits, and education
benefits. That is where every 75 cents
of this $1 overpayment goes. The other
25 cents goes back to the taxpayer.

This is not theory or some abstract
debate. You either favor tax cuts or
you do not. We can all dance around
this and we can confuse each other and
say: It’s not fair and it’s not reason-
able.

In the end, this place is about deci-
sionmaking, hard choices. It is about
hard choices, and you either agree that
we should cut taxes or you do not. That
is what we are going to vote on today.
There are two clear choices: Give the
American people a tax cut or keep the
money in Washington where it surely
will be spent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. HAGEL. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the opportunity to register my
strong support and yield the floor.

Mr. ROTH. I yield 5 minutes to the
Senator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SANTORUM addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SANTORUM. I thank the Chair
and thank the chairman for yielding
me time.

I, too, rise, as the Senator from Ne-
braska just did, in strong support of re-
turning to the American public what
they have overpaid. And that, to me, is
good business practice. If a business
gets overpaid, we think they would be
honest enough to see that they have
been overpaid and give back the money
to the person who paid more money
than was needed for what they were
buying. In fact, if business did not do
that, you would think they were rip-
ping you off.

It is somewhat incredible to me to
imagine how the American public,
when they see they are overpaying
their taxes—we have more money than
is needed to pay for the needs of Gov-
ernment, which are immense; $1.9 tril-
lion, some pretty big need—the Amer-
ican public, at least through the polls,
are saying: Well, keep it. We really
don’t need it. We don’t really need a
tax cut. At least that is what the polls
would have you believe. I do not be-
lieve that.

I do not believe it is good business for
the Government to keep money that it
does not need because what the Gov-
ernment will do is what a business
would do. They will take it and use it
to benefit themselves, not benefit the
customer.

I think that is what we are seeing
happen already this year in Wash-
ington with the surplus projected for
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next year to be some $14 billion. People
are just banging down the door to
spend that money. We spent half the
surplus last night. The projected sur-
plus is half gone. If we pass the Ag ap-
propriations bill in the form it passed
last night, it will be half gone. My
guess is the House, and others, will
want to pass even more than that.

So what my big concern is—I think
the Senator from Nebraska hit the nail
on the head—if we leave the money
here, it will be spent. It will not be
spent to benefit the broad economy. It
will not be spent to benefit the average
taxpayer in America. It will be spent to
benefit those who are loud enough or
politically powerful enough to get that
money set aside for them.

That is not the way things should op-
erate when, you, the taxpayer have
paid more than you should, that we are
going to take that money and give it to
someone who screams the loudest to
get that money here in Washington, or
who has the political clout to get that
extra money here in Washington. No.

What we have done in this modest
tax relief package—everyone says how
big this tax relief package is. This is
modest tax relief. This is incremental
tax relief. This phases in over a 10-year
period of time. This is tied to meeting
our surplus targets. In other words, if
our debt payments do not go down as
projected, guess what. Most of this tax
cut, or a big portion of it, does not
even happen in the future years.

So what is being talked about is this
calamitous idea that we are going to
give all this money—this horrible
thing—back to the people who overpaid
it. And at the same time, many are
standing up saying: Look, we need this
money to spend on all this. We need it
here. Of course, the American public
doesn’t need it. You have more money
than you need back home.

As someone who is raising four chil-
dren, and one due in a month and a
half, I can tell you that raising a fam-
ily is very expensive. I am not too sure
anybody would, if you think about it,
mind having a couple extra hundred
dollars to be able to do some things to
help them and their family.

That is what we are talking about. It
is not a huge tax cut. I wish it were. 1
wish we could reduce taxes more, give
more surplus back. I wish we could cut
Government spending, pare down the
growth of this Government. But we are
not even talking about that. We are
talking about letting Government con-
tinue to increase its spending, letting
the entitlement programs continue to
flourish, and just giving a little bit of
what is overpaid back.

I am excited about this particular
package. There are lots of goods things
in this package—reductions in rates,
the marriage penalty tax relief, and
one particular provision I want to
speak about for a minute or two is the
American Community Renewal Act.

The American Community Renewal
Act was not in the bill that passed in
the Senate. I entered into a colloquy
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with Senator ROTH, and he agreed he
would look at what was included in the
House package. He did. And included in
this bill out of conference is a bill that
does not just provide tax relief, which
is what we talked about, but a provi-
sion that helps those people in poor
inner-city and rural communities who
are not being lifted by the rising tide of
this economy with incentives, such as
the zero capital gains tax within these
renewal communities.

One hundred of them would be des-
ignated. Twenty percent of them at
least would have to be in rural areas,
with a zero capital gains rate to help
businesses start in those communities;
to provide help for home ownership; ex-
pensing of businesses would be in-
creased; wage credits; real powerful in-
centives for employment opportunities
to happen within these communities,
housing opportunities to happen within
these communities, to see a real trans-
formation, using, again, the private
sector, not public-sector programs, not
the Department of Housing and Urban
Development, but, in fact, private sec-
tor incentives for private sector devel-
opment and home ownership, which is
the real key to success in America.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. SANTORUM. I thank the chair-
man for including that in the bill
today.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I yield 6
minutes to the Senator from Min-
nesota.

Mr. GRAMS. I thank the Chair.

Mr. President, in a few hours we are
going to cast a very important vote to
return tax overpayments to working
Americans. The passage of the con-
ference report of the Taxpayer Reform
Act will signal a clear victory for all
Americans. I commend the Senate Re-
publican leadership and especially
Chairman ROTH for their strong com-
mitment to major tax relief in this
Congress.

We promised to return to American
families the non-Social Security tax
overcharges they paid to the Govern-
ment, and today we are going to fulfill
that solemn promise. We can now
proudly declare that: promises made
are promises kept.

The proposed tax relief significantly
reduces taxes for millions of American
families and individuals and imme-
diately eases working Americans’ tax
burden and allows them to keep a little
more of their own money, again, for
their own family’s priorities.

The American people have every rea-
son to celebrate this victory because
they are the winners in this debate on
tax cuts.

This tax relief is a victory for all
Americans, particularly the middle-
class, who will receive a $800 billion tax
refund over the next 10 years.

It is a victory for millions of Min-
nesotans because each family in my
state of Minnesota is expected to re-
ceive $8,000 in tax relief over 10 years.

It is a victory for the 22 million
American couples who will no longer be
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penalized by the marriage penalty tax,
because we completely eliminate this
unfair tax.

It is a victory for millions of farmers
and small business owners because this
tax relief enables them to pass their
hard-earned legacies to their children
without being subject to the cruel
death tax.

It is a victory for millions of self-em-
ployed and uninsured because health
care is made more affordable to them
with full tax benefits.

It is a victory for millions of baby-
boomers because the pension reform al-
lows them to set aside more money for
their retirement.

It is a victory for millions of entre-
preneurs and investors because the cap-
ital gains tax is reduced to stimulate
the economy.

It is also a victory for millions of
parents, students, teachers, and work-
ers because higher and better edu-
cation will be available and affordable
with a variety of tax benefits included
in this package.

By any standard, the working men
and women of this country are the win-
ners, not Washington.

Moreover, in my judgment, this tax
relief plan is a highly sensible, respon-
sible and prudent one. It reflects Amer-
ican values and is based on sound tax
and fiscal policy. It comes at the right
time for working Americans.

We must recall that Americans have
long been overtaxed, and millions of
middle-class families cannot even
make ends meet due to the growing tax
burden. They are desperately in need of
the largest tax relief possible.

The budget surplus comes directly
from income tax increases. These over-
paid taxes are taken from American
workers and they have every right to
get it all back.

This tax relief takes only a small
portion of the total budget surplus. In
fact, only 23 cents of every dollar of the
budget surplus goes for tax relief.

After providing this 23 cent tax re-
lief, we have reserved enough budget
surplus to protect Social Security and
to reform Medicare, including prescrip-
tion drug coverage for needy seniors.
We further reduce the national debt
and reserve funding for essential fed-
eral programs.

Contrary to Mr. Clinton’s rhetoric
that tax relief will cause recession,
cutting taxes will keep our economy
strong, will create jobs, increase sav-
ings and productivity, forestall a reces-
sion and produce more tax revenues.
Somehow, he believes that if Ameri-
cans spend the money, it is bad, but if
it is left here for Washington to spend,
it is good. History has proved again
and again that tax cuts work. It will
prove this tax relief is a sound one as
well.

I am also pleased that this tax relief
does not come at the expense of sen-
iors. We have locked in every penny of
the $1.9 trillion Social Security surplus
over the next 10 years, not for govern-
ment programs, not for tax cuts, but
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exclusively to protect all Americans’
retirement.

We have been working hard to reform
Medicare to ensure it will be there for
seniors. Prescription drug coverage for
the needy will be part of our commit-
ment to seniors to protect their Medi-
care benefits. Had the White House and
Democrats cooperated with us, we
could have fixed Medicare by now. The
President discounted his own commis-
sion on Medicare reform.

In any event, we will continue our ef-
fort to preserve Medicare as Chairman
ROTH reveals his Medicare bill in the
near future.

We have reduced the national debt
and will continue to dramatically re-
duce it. Debt held by the public will de-
crease to $0.9 trillion by 2009. The in-
terest payment to service the debt will
drop from $229 billion in 1999 to $71 bil-
lion in 2009. We will eliminate the en-
tire debt held by the public by 2012.

As I indicated before, we have not ig-
nored spending needs to focus on tax
cuts as has been charged. We not only
have funded all the functions of the
government, but also significantly in-
creased funding for our budget prior-
ities, such as defense, education, Medi-
care, agriculture and others.

In fact, we set aside over $505 billion
in non-Social Security surplus to meet
these needs. This proves we can provide
$792 billion in tax relief while not ig-
noring other important priorities.

This major tax relief does not come
at the expense of seniors, farmers,
women, children or any other deserving
group.

On the contrary, it benefits all Amer-
icans and keeps our economy strong.
And most importantly, this tax relief
will give every working American more
freedom to decide what’s best for them-
selves and their families.

Mr. President, let me conclude my
remarks by citing President Reagan
who once said: ‘“‘Every major tax cut in
this century has strengthened the
economy, generated renewed produc-
tivity, and ended up yielding new reve-
nues for the government by creating
new investment, new jobs and more
commerce among our people.”

President Reagan was right. This tax
relief will do the same.

Now, Mr. President, we have done our
job, and it is up to President Clinton to
decide if he wants to give back the tax
overpayments to American families or
spend them to expand the government.

In Buffalo, NY, earlier this year, the
President said: If we give the money
back to the American people, what if
they don’t spend it right? In other
words, the President looked down his
nose at working Americans and said
they are too dumb to spend their
money right. They are smart enough to
earn it, not smart enough to spend it.
I hope the President will trust the
American people and make the right
decision.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes to the Senator from Wyoming.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
THOMAS). The Senator from Wyoming.
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Mr. ENZI. I thank the Senator.

Mr. President, I rise in strong sup-
port of the Financial Freedom Act of
1999. This bill represents the third
prong in our plan to restore financial
security to America’s families. Along
with saving Social Security and reduc-
ing the national debt, the Financial
Freedom Act of 1999 marks another sig-
nificant chapter in our continuing ef-
fort to bring stability to our national
budget and financial discipline to Con-
gress.

I congratulate the chairman of the
Finance Committee, Senator ROTH, for
his unwavering determination to pro-
vide greater financial freedom to
America’s families. Let there be no
doubt about what we are debating
today. We are debating whether we
should return part of the overpayment
by the taxpayers to the taxpayers, true
overpayment. As an accountant, I am
particularly concerned with that. We
need to return the overpayment to the
people who made the overpayment.

Or should we keep it in Washington
to fund President Clinton’s new bu-
reaucracies and unproven Government
programs? I am not talking about fund-
ing adequately the ones we have. I am
talking about brand new ones that will
require continuing additional funds.
The choice is between tax relief and
new spending, plain and simple.

I, for one, believe it is time to reward
the ingenuity and hard work of our
taxpayers by allowing Americans to
keep more of what they earn. The Fi-
nancial Freedom Act provides tax re-
lief over the next 10 years with cutoffs
if the surplus doesn’t materialize. By
phasing those tax cuts in over 10 years,
this demonstration assures the Amer-
ican people that the money dedicated
to Social Security will only be used for
Social Security. Moreover, by making
the majority of the broad-based across-
the-board tax reduction contingent on
reducing the national debt, this bill
makes a real commitment to reducing
the Federal debt and forces Congress to
live within its means.

This legislation not only reduces the
overall tax burden but reduces all the
marginal income tax rates, beginning
with the lowest rate and increasing the
ceiling on the new 14-percent bracket.
This plan will reduce much of the dam-
age imposed by President Clinton’s
mammoth tax hike of 1993 and by the
bracket creep that millions of Ameri-
cans have experienced as a result of job
and wage growth over the past 10 years.
This broad-based reduction, which is
the backbone of the act, would provide
tax relief for all taxpayers. Let me re-
peat that: Anyone who now pays Fed-
eral income tax will see their bill go
down as a result of the 1-percent mar-
ginal rate decrease in each and every
marginal tax rate.

Moreover, this tax cut is especially
aimed at the middle class. By increas-
ing the income limits of the new 14-per-
cent bracket by $2,000 for single filers,
millions of Americans will see their
tax bill reduced by $400 per year by this
provision alone.
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In addition to reducing all the mar-
ginal rates for taxpayers, the Financial
Freedom Act eliminates one of the
most egregious effects of our current
Tax Code—the marriage penalty. We
have heard a lot of talk about sup-
porting the fundamental institution of
marriage. This bill allows us to put our
money where our mouths are by dou-
bling the standard deduction and dou-
bling the income limits of the new 14-
percent tax bracket, bringing our tax
policy in line with the rhetoric. If you
are serious about helping the financial
needs of millions of married couples
across the country, you will support
this legislation.

It also reforms our Tax Code and our
tax policy by eliminating the infamous
death tax. We encourage savings and
thrift, and we provide much-needed re-
lief for millions of ranchers, farmers,
and small businessmen around the
country, people who at the time of
death will have to end their family
business. As a small businessman who
worked with my wife and three chil-
dren selling shoes to our neighbors and
friends in several Wyoming towns, I
know firsthand how difficult the
choices can be when you have to make
that kind of a decision. The current tax
on death punishes countless small busi-
nesses and farm and ranch families.

I congratulate, again, the people who
have put together this, the cooperation
there has been between the House and
the Senate, the outstanding work of
providing a balanced picture of tax re-
lief to the American people while as-
suring that we can save Social Secu-
rity, help Medicare, and pay down the
national debt.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes to the distinguished Senator
from Texas.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
thank the distinguished chairman of
the committee for giving us tax relief
for the hard-working American family.

We have heard a lot of debate in this
Chamber in the last few hours, but it
comes down to a very simple issue, and
that is whether we are for giving the
people who earn the money the right to
decide how to spend it. It comes down
to one basic issue. We are for tax cuts,
and I think the question is, Is the
President for tax cuts? He campaigned
saying he was for tax cuts for middle-
income people, but the President has
not supported tax cuts yet.

In fact, the major area of tax policy
that the President gave us was the
largest increase in the history of Amer-
ica. We are trying to cut back on those
tax increases because we have a surplus
and because we believe that the surplus
should be shared with the people who
gave it to us in the first place.

A lot has been said about Social Se-
curity and whether we are going to
maintain the stability of Social Secu-
rity. The answer is emphatically, we
are; $2 trillion will come in over the
next 10 years in Social Security sur-
plus. The Republican plan that is be-
fore us today totally keeps that $2 tril-
lion for Social Security stability.
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The other $1 trillion in surplus over
the next 10 years is in income tax sur-
plus, withholding surplus, people’s
hard-earned money that they have sent
to Washington in too great a quantity.
It is that $1 trillion that we are talking
about. We are talking about giving 25
cents per dollar of that trillion back to
the people who earn it, and we think
that is not only fair; it is required.

I worked very hard with Senator
ASHCROFT and Senator BROWNBACK to
eliminate the marriage tax penalty.
This bill does it. We double the stand-
ard deduction so that people will not
have a penalty because they get mar-
ried. And, most of all, the people who
need it the most are going to have
total elimination of the tax on mar-
riage. That is the schoolteacher and
the nurse who get married and all of a
sudden are in a double bracket, from 15
percent to 28 percent. One earns $25,000,
the other earns $33,000, and together
they go into the 28-percent bracket
today. This bill eliminates that from
the Tax Code forever, period—gone.

The President has said he is going to
veto that tax relief, and I don’t under-
stand it.

Let me talk about what it does for
women. Of course, the marriage pen-
alty tax hurts women. But we also
know that women live longer and they
have smaller pensions. They have
smaller pensions because women go in
and out of the workplace, and they lose
the ability to have that growth in geo-
metric proportions in their pensions.
That has been an inequity for women
in our country. We eliminate that in
this bill, or at least we try. We help by
allowing women over 50 who come back
into the workplace to be able to set
aside 50 percent more in their pensions
to start catching up. So where most
people—all of us—have a $10,000 limit
on a 401(k), a woman over 50 who comes
back into the workforce after raising
her children will be able to have a
$15,000 set-aside in her 401(k). We also
give help on IRAs.

It is very important to a woman who
is going to live longer to have equal
pension rights because she is more
likely to have children, raise her chil-
dren, maybe through the 1st grade or
maybe through the 12th grade. We
want to make sure we equalize that
and recognize it. We have done that.
Yet the President says he is going to
veto this bill.

We have tax credits in this bill for
those who would take care of their el-
derly parents, or an elderly relative,
because we know one of the hardest
things families face is how to take care
of an elderly relative who doesn’t want
to go into a nursing home. Families
would like to keep them. Sometimes
they don’t even want to do that, but
long-term care is so expensive that
they can’t afford it. So we have credits
for long-term care insurance, and we
have credits for those who would care
for their elderly parents.

So this bill lowers capital gains, low-
ers the death tax; it gives a benefit to
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everyone. The working people of this
country deserve it. I hope the Senate
will pass it. I hope the President will
sign it and make good on all of our
pledges to give the working people of
this country relief.

Thank you, Mr. President.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes to the Senator from Kansas.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I
thank the chairman, the Senator from
Delaware, for his excellent work on
crafting this compromise package and
putting it together. I think it is a sub-
stantial bill of support for the Amer-
ican public. We need to give this money
back to the American public for over-
paying their taxes.

I rise in strong support of the con-
ference report being considered today.
This important bill provides broad-
based tax relief to America’s families
and returns their tax overpayment to
them in the form of a tax reduction. It
is important that Congress return this
money to the American people and
allow them to do with it what they see
fit.

I am particularly pleased to join in
this effort on the elimination of the
marriage penalty. The Senator from
Texas, Mrs. HUTCHISON, has led this ef-
fort, along with Senator ASHCROFT.
This bill does important work on elimi-
nating the marriage penalty tax and
reducing that pernicious impact on our
society. The American people need to
get this rebate. I think we can do more
and better with it than the Govern-
ment can.

The conference report before us takes
important steps, as I stated, toward
eliminating the marriage penalty. It
doubles the standard deduction, as well
as widening the tax brackets, which
does much to alleviate that terrible
impact that the marriage penalty has
on America’s families. It impacts near-
ly 21 million American couples in this
country.

Doubling the standard deduction
helps families. Our families certainly
need help. I am, therefore, pleased that
the conferees kept this provision, and I
am hopeful that the President will sign
the conference report and provide
America’s families with this important
tax relief which they clearly deserve
and clearly need.

Congress has drafted a tax bill. Now
it will be up to the President. This ses-
sion, Congress utilized its opportunity
to provide for comprehensive tax relief.
It has done that. Now the President
must make use of this unique oppor-
tunity to help eliminate the marriage
penalty.

It affects so many couples in our
country—21 million—by forcing them
to pay, on average, an additional $1,400
in taxes a year. The Government
should not use the coercive power of
the Tax Code to erode the foundation
of our society.

We should support the sacred institu-
tion and the sacred bonds of marriage.
Marriage in America certainly is in
enough trouble the way it is, and it
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doesn’t need to be penalized by the
Government. According to a recent re-
port out of Rutgers University, mar-
riage is already in a state of decline.
From 1960 to 1996, the annual number
of marriages per 1,000 adult women de-
clined by almost 43 percent.

Now, when marriage as an institu-
tion breaks down, children do suffer.
The past few decades have seen a huge
increase in out-of-wedlock births and
divorce, the combination of which has
substantially had an overall impact on
the well-being of our children in many
ways. It has affected every family in
this country. People struggle, and they
try to help to support the family and
the children as much as they can. But
this institution of marriage has had
great difficulty. In my own family,
there has been difficulty as well. The
Government should not tax marriage
and further penalize it. There is a clear
maxim of Government that if you want
less of something, tax it; if you want
more of something, subsidize it. Well,
we don’t want less of marriage. We
should not tax it.

Study after study has shown that
children do best when they can grow up
in a stable home environment, with
two loving, caring parents who are
committed to each other through mar-
riage. Newlyweds face enough chal-
lenges without paying punitive dam-
ages in the form of a marriage tax. The
last thing the Government should do is
penalize the institution that is
foundational in this civil society.

This year we change that. The new
budget estimates, from both the Office
of Management and Budget and CBO,
show higher-than-expected surplus rev-
enue, even after accounting for Social
Security. Of course, for some, this is no
surprise. We have known all along that
growth does work. It helps and it
works. Of course, the surging surplus is
as a result of nonpayroll tax receipts.
It is really a tax overpayment to the
Government in personal income and
capital gains tax. We must give the
American people the growth rebate
they deserve and return the overpay-
ment. I believe we can, and must,
start—and start now—to rid the Amer-
ican people of the marriage tax pen-
alty. I look forward to working with
the Chairman, as well as other col-
leagues, to make sure we get this job
done.

In closing, this is a day we should
celebrate. We are able to do something
that sends a strong signal of support to
families across this country, which is
critically important to do. Yes, this
has an impact overall, but I think it is
a very positive impact to send that
sort of signal to our struggling young
families across this country. I think we
clearly should do that.

I yield the floor.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I
have the pleasure to yield 15 minutes
to the distinguished Senator LAUTEN-
BERG, my neighbor and friend from New
Jersey, followed by 5 minutes to the
distinguished Senator from South Da-
kota.



S10312

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I ask whether or
not the Senator from South Dakota
would like to go first.

Mr. JOHNSON. I say to the Senator
that I am certainly prepared to go at
this time. But I would accommodate
my friend.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I suggest that he
go first.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I re-
verse my request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Dakota is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mr. JOHNSON. I thank my friend
from New Jersey.

Our Nation deserves a thoughtful tax
and budget plan from Congress that
places an emphasis on paying down our
existing accumulated national debt,
while protecting Social Security and
Medicare, and investing in key domes-
tic priorities and providing targeted
tax relief for middle-class and working
families.

On the marriage penalty, for in-
stance, most families in America get a
marriage tax bonus, not a penalty. But
for those who are penalized, we can ad-
dress that in the Democratic plan
while approaching this in a balanced
fashion. But, sadly, the radical tax cut
bill being considered by congressional
Republicans could be described as sim-
ply ‘‘foolish,” were it not so seriously
dangerous to the future prosperity and
security of every American family.

There are obvious reasons why even
leading Republican economists so vig-
orously are condemning this irrespon-
sible bill, and why it has become the
butt of so much ridicule.

First, the bill assumes that a $964 bil-
lion surplus over that needed for Social
Security will absolutely materialize
over the coming decades while our
budget estimators in the past haven’t
even been able to estimate the eco-
nomic growth over a year much less
over 10 years. Common sense tells us
that we should be careful about com-
mitting to use money that we do not
yet have and may never have.

Second, this plan fails to use even a
cent of the supposed $1 trillion surplus
above Social Security to help pay down
the $3.7 trillion public debt that our
Nation currently owes. Paying down
our debts would do more to keep the
American economy growing than any
other single thing the Government
could do.

Third, in order to find room for a $792
billion tax cut, we would have to not
only pay down the accumulated debt
but we would have to cut defense buy-
ing power by 17 percent and domestic
programs, meaning law enforcement,
VA, health, education, school construc-
tion, medical research, national parks,
and so on by 23 percent over the com-
ing 10 years. If we decline to cut de-
fense, under this plan we then would
have to cut these domestic initiatives
by an outrageous 38 percent. What is
even worse is that this tax bill is cyni-
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cally constructed so that the drain on
the Treasury will explode and triple in
cost during the second decade after
passage.

Fourth, economic experts all over the
country tell us that this tax package
would cause interest rates to go up. At
the current time, the Federal Reserve
is raising interest rates and warning us
that putting one foot on the gas and
one foot on the brake is not a sensible
economic policy for our country.

The small tax cut that most Ameri-
cans would receive would be negated
through higher costs for financing ev-
erything from a house, to a car, to col-
lege education, to business expansion,
and farming and ranching operations.
If this bill becomes law, our middle-
class families will wind up with fewer
and not more dollars in their pockets.

Fifth, this bill does absolutely noth-
ing to prolong the life of Medicare
much less provide for drug coverage
payment reform that hospitals and
clinics and medical institutions all
over our country are in dire need of se-
curing.

Specifically, this legislation out-
rageously provides an average $22,500
tax cut for the wealthiest 1 percent of
Americans. But a typical American
family—a family in my State of South
Dakota with an income of $38,000—
would get a couple of bucks a week
while paying higher interest costs for
everything they buy.

Wouldn’t it make more sense to use a
large portion of any surplus that actu-
ally materializes to pay down the accu-
mulated national debt and then provide
for targeted tax relief for middle-class
and working families, protect Social
Security and Medicare, and make some
key investments in education, in the
environment, infrastructure, and the
things that we need to continue the
economic growth in America?

I yield the remainder of time that I
may have to my colleague from New
Jersey, Senator LAUTENBERG.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
obviously oppose this Republican tax
bill. I am going to explain why in a
minute.

But I would like to start off by using
an expression that we heard kind of in-
vented around here, and that is: There
they go again. There they go again. Or:
There you go again.

The party that claims that its mis-
sion is fiscal responsibility has, once
again, resorted to tax cuts to establish
its role in fiscal management.

I find it shocking. I must tell you
that we suddenly wanted to distribute
a tax cut, which everybody likes to do.
Make no mistake about it. I heard the
President this morning say: After we
finish securing Social Security and se-
curing some extra longevity for Medi-
care, then we ought to distribute some
tax cuts to people.

But if you ask anybody who has a
mortgage—and most people I know
have one—whether they would like to
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get rid of the mortgage before they do
anything else, if they had a choice,
they would take the mortgage relief. 1
will tell you that. They would say:
Look, that is the one thing that bedev-
ils us, and especially if the mortgage
lives on beyond their existence on
Earth, and it passes on to their chil-
dren and their grandchildren. They
would say: Look, let’s get rid of that
mortgage.

That is what we are talking about.
We are all mortgagees in common
when it comes to the national debt. We
owe it. My kids owe it. My grand-
children will owe it if we don’t get rid
of that debt.

What is proposed by the Democrats is
that we pay down the debt, that we
have a target of 15 years to get rid of
all the public debt. It would be unheard
of in contemporary terms, and maybe
in historical terms as well, because I
don’t think there is any country in the
world that has any advancement that
would find itself without significant
debt outside the government. But that
is what is being proposed.

Here we are. We want to give a tax
break. And it works like this: The top
1 percent of wage earners who average
$800,000-plus a year would get a $45,000
tax cut—just under $46,000. The person
who works hard and struggles to keep
their family intact, who struggles to
keep opportunity available for their
children’s education and training and
earns $38,000 a year, is going to get
about 40 cents a day in tax relief. This
fellow who earns over $800,000 is going
to get a $45,000 tax break.

I have heard my colleagues on the
other side say, well, they pay most of
it; why shouldn’t they get most of it?
Why? Because what difference does it
make in the life of someone earning
$800,000 and some a year whether they
get a $45,000 tax cut? I am not saying
they shouldn’t get anything, but it
sure doesn’t compare with the impact
that it has when you take $157 and you
give it to someone earning $38,000. It
doesn’t do much for them at all.

It permits this guy to buy a new
boat, maybe even to make a downpay-
ment on a second home. But to the
other people who are struggling, often
two-wage earners in the family, strug-
gling to manage the future, it is impos-
sible if you make $38,000 a year and you
have a couple of kids.

The Republican plan is now stripped
down to its bare essentials. It says to
raid Social Security if we must to give
this tax cut, and don’t pay any atten-
tion to Medicare, while people all over
this country worry about their health
care. Over 40 million of them have no
health insurance at all. We are talking
about Medicare and the sensitivity of
appropriate health care for people who
are in their advanced years.

Our Republican friends are saying:
Don’t worry about Medicare. Maybe we
will find a way to take care of it one
day. Or Social Security: Well, if it ex-
pires—I guess that is what they are
saying—we will have to deal with it.



August 5, 1999

Just think. With all of this robust
economy and the surpluses that we
have, the Republican tax plan says
this: That in a mere 6 years we will be
dipping into the Social Security sur-
plus—6 years. With all the promises
about the $2 trillion that is going to go
into Social Security because it is
earned there, it will start to be deci-
mated within 6 years under the Repub-
lican tax plan.

I hope the message that goes out of
here is that we are two different phi-
losophies on how we ought to treat our
treasure trough because we have been
smart but we also have been lucky. We
are lucky that we live in a country
that is as rich in resources and talent
and opportunity as is America. But, at
the same time, it took a lot of work to
plan for this. It took President Clin-
ton’s leadership when he arrived in of-
fice. Deficits were $290 billion a year—
much of that attributed to the leader-
ship of President Reagan who made a
decision, in all due respect, that tax
cuts were the most important thing in
the world and cut taxes all over the
place while he borrowed from the pub-
lic to finance it. What was the result?
Inflation out of sight, and a lot of job-
lessness as well. We don’t want to do
that again. We should have learned. We
are smart enough to have learned it
the first time we saw it.

What will happen now? Beginning 6
years hence in 2005, Social Security
starts to decline at a time when a lot
of baby boomers arrive at retirement
age. It could force inflation upon us
and cost more for borrowing. Whether
for a house mortgage, an automobile,
appliance, people would be paying
more.

One of the most astounding things I
find, all Members hover around Alan
Greenspan because he has been so clev-
er in the way he has managed his share
of the economic policy in this country.
We listen to every word. I know him
well. He used to be on the board of my
company when I was chairman of the
company. We would listen carefully to
his advice because it was so profound,
so deep, so insightful. The Republican
message is, ignore what Alan Green-
span says about the timing not being
right; forget that he has warned Mem-
bers in the Budget Committee—and I
am the senior Democrat on the Budget
Committee—that tax cuts are not the
best way to go. He said rather than
having an outright spending binge,
maybe tax cuts, the best thing to do is
pay down the debt.

The message rings loud and clear. I
am shocked that the wise heads who
exist on the other side of this aisle
don’t understand that the risk they are
taking is our economy at large. When
we look at the projections and we hear
what the Republicans are using to fi-
nance this tax cut—almost $800 billion
direct in higher costs as a result of the
interest on the remaining debt—it just
doesn’t make economic sense. It is not
fair to our citizens to see the guys at
the top, the people at the top who
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make all the money, get these incred-
ible bonuses in tax cuts while the per-
son who struggles to keep food on the
table and a roof over their head gets a
measly 40 cents a day in their tax cut.

What will happen? What will happen
is, tax cuts will come along if things go
as they are, unless the President has
the courage to step up and say, no, the
American people don’t want this; that
is not their preference. Everybody
wants to pay less in tax, but they want
a stable society, a stable economy.
They don’t want their kids saddled
with obligations in the future.

This tax cut will also mean we will
cut deeply into programs. We will cut
education by 40 percent. Will we cut
veterans’ programs? The veterans now
are screaming in pain because they are
not being taken care of as they should
be or as we promised they would be
when they were recruited.

Cut the FBI by 40 percent? Thank
goodness we have trained FBI people.
It is hard enough to recruit. Now we
are talking of cutting 40 percent while
we still have a significant crime prob-
lem in our country, despite prosperity?
I don’t think so.

Will they cut border guards? Are we
going to try to hold back the tide of il-
legal immigration, with fewer people
to do it? That is what the result will

be.

The truth of the matter is, they are
talking about a surplus that is largely
imaginary. It is forecasting; it is an-
ticipated; it is hoped for. That, enacted
into legislation, will make an enor-
mous difference. Once the tax cut plan
is in place, that is mandatory. How-
ever, the surpluses are hoped for, an-
ticipated.

We have to alert the public what is
going on. It will be a tax cut that will
be talked about as a Republican ac-
complishment. I make a prediction—
and I wish we could look inside
everybody’s thinking—that the Repub-
licans know very well that this tax cut
cannot go through, but what they want
to do is have a speaking platform. They
want politics, not policy. They want
everybody to believe they are the only
ones who are thinking about the aver-
age working person. The fact is, they
are thinking about themselves because
they know the President is committed
to veto this. They know the economy
could not stand this kind of a cut.

Imagine cutting those programs and
saying to the American people: We
have to take 40 percent from various
programs, and we will not do a thing to
extend the solvency of Social Security,
not do a thing about Medicare; when it
dries up, it dries up, friends, in 2015. If
you are at an age when Medicare will
be important to you, don’t count on it.
You had better save your money be-
cause you will have to take care of
yourself on that score.

In Medicare, the cuts would exceed
$10 billion a year. Medicare cuts are
squeezing many hospitals and other
health care providers.

In sum, the game is over. We will be
voting at a later time today. We have
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the disadvantage of being in the minor-
ity. It is not my preferred position, but
the facts are there. The President is
our last hope because the Republicans
have decided that no matter what, they
are going to give a tax break. No mat-
ter what the advice is, no matter what
the inequity is, no matter what pro-
grams are cut, no matter what we do to
veterans’ care, no matter what we do
to Head Start, no matter what we do to
education generally, it doesn’t matter.

They say a tax cut is the most impor-
tant thing on our agenda. The numbers
are there, and the votes are there. We
will lose this one. I believe it is pos-
sible some of our Republican friends
will see the light and say, this is no
time to do a roughly $800 billion tax
cut, but it is time to continue to pay
down our debt, improve our financial
condition, and help preserve Medicare
and Social Security for future genera-
tions.

I yield the floor.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I
congratulate the Senator from New
Jersey on a forceful argument.

I now have the pleasure to yield 10
minutes to the Senator from North Da-
kota and 10 minutes to the Senator
from Connecticut.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I am
happy to allow the Senator from Con-
necticut to go first.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BROWNBACK). The Senator from Con-
necticut is recognized.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
thank my colleagues.

I rise to oppose this conference re-
port and the $800 billion tax cut it con-
tains. I do not rise reflexively. In fact,
my reflex, similar to most of my col-
leagues, is to support tax cuts, not to
oppose them.

I was proud just 2 years ago to be a
lead cosponsor, for instance, of the cut
in the capital gains tax and to support
so many of the initiatives of the chair-
man of the Finance Committee in en-
couraging savings. However, I am going
to oppose this tax cut as I would tax
cuts at any time when they were not
needed to help our economy, not justi-
fied by the availability of money to
support the tax cut. These are similar
arguments I made against the rec-
onc